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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Applicant's response filed February 15, 2008 has been received and considered. 
No amendment to the claims has been made to place the claims into condition for 
allowance. 

2. The claims remain unduly broad with respect to what is known, or collectively 
taught, in the prior art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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5. Claims 1-6,20,21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the U.S. publication to Wessman '616 in view of Ritz et al. and the U.S. publication 
to Takeuchi '545. 

Regarding claims 1,20 Wessman discloses a steering control device comprising 
a steering transmitting device and a sensor 5 "arranged to detect at least one parameter 
relating to a condition of the steehng actuator and generate a signal indicative of the 
condition..." This publication goes on to disclose a method to reduce the turning radius 
of the vehicle by braking. See claim 1 . 

Lacking in Wessman are the specific terminology of brake steering and 
applicant's specific terminology of the vehicle being or entering into a "U-turn". But in 
claim 1 note Wessman claims "...said steering position signal indicates that the steering 
actuator is approaching a maximum limit position.." See also the limitations of claim 2. 

Ritz et al. Is relied upon to expand better upon this explanation that this is in fact 
occurring in Wessman. Please see columns 1 and 2 and column 6 lines 47-63 (of the 
patent '858— for reference). 

The reference to Takeuchi provides a directional control system for an electric 
vehicle that controls the rotational speed difference of the motors 20 drive wheels based 
upon an output signal that represents the steering angle of the vehicle. See paragraph 
0017. Note the steering/ turning curvature is speed dependent as discussed in 
paragraphs 0069-0071 . And as stated in paragraph 0077 "Each of these (turning) 
patterns are classified into a gradual turn, standard turn, rapid turn, and U-turn of the 
vehicle, and selected as the drive mode of the respective drive wheels in accordance 
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with the vehicle speed.". This reference is relied upon to show applicant's limitation of 
"U-turn" is nothing more than equivalent terminology of when the vehicle is turning from 
one directional state of travel to an opposite one— 180 degrees-and possibly at its 
maximum turn capability. That is, it refers simply to a state of turning of the vehicle. 
See also the broad definition of "U-turn" cited on the attached webpage. 

It would have been obvious to have applied the teachings of Ritz et al. and 
Takeuchi, to that of Wessman for safety considerations, and easier turning 
convenience, when the vehicle enters into a curve, or when the vehicle is in the state of 
vehicle stability control, i.e. for increased safety. 

Regarding claims 1-6,21 as broadly claimed, these requirements are fairly 
suggested by the references above and what is notoriously well known in the art. 
6. Claims 7-19,22-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Wessman '61 6 in view of Ritz et al. and Takeuchi as applied to claim 6 above, and 
further in view of Yamawaki et al. '113 or Nishizaki et al. '215 or Shinmura et al. '975 or 
the U.S. publication to Zheng et al. '847 or Harara et al. '019 and US publication to 
Recker et al. 

Regarding claims 7-19,22-47, as broadly claimed by applicants, these limitations 
are well known in the art and are fairly suggested by Yamawaki et al. '1 13 or Nishizaki 
et al. '215 or Shinmura et al. '975 or Zheng et al. '847 or Harara et al. '019 and Recker 
et al. 

To have applied the teachings of the modifying references above to Wessman 
'616, as modified by Ritz et al., would have been obvious to the ordinary skilled worker 
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in tlie art to offer improved operator steering feel and an improved vehicle stability 
control system. 

For instance the limitation of a "boost curve" is not given much patentable weight 
since this merely amounts to an obvious alternative equivalent of using steering "target", 
"threshold", or "limit" values from look up tables or maps stored in the 
ECU/Microprocessor memory to in turn adjust the amount of brake steer. See for 
instance the abstract and figure 3a in the US publication to Recker et al. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-46 have been considered 
buttheyare not persuasive. Applicant's representative states at page 1 1 of the remarks 
filed February 15, 2008 that " Takeuchi responds to a "U-turn" request by reversing the 
directions of operation of the rear wheels, so that the wheels are rotating at a common, 
but rotationally opposite speed. This rotational reversal is puzzling because an 
automotive vehicle moving along a roadway could not continue translational motion if 
one of the wheels reversed its rotation. However, all of this becomes clear when one 
considers Takeuchi at paragraph 83, wherein it is apparent that Takeuchi is applying his 
system to a wheelchair , (emphasis added by the examiner) which, of course, may turn 
about the axis of its main axle by reversing the drive wheels. This is not a U-turn, either 
in Applicants' lexicon, or the lexicon previously employed by the Examiner during the 
examination of this case.". 
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Takeuchi states in paragraph 0002 the invention relates to... "electric traveling 
vehicles... such as an electric car". Figure 1 shows a schematic of something that 
closely resembles such an electric car. Note the four motor driven wheels at 16, "the 
vehicle body 14" and the steering/speed and drive control units at 22 and 24. In 
paragraph 0007 the direction control device is a "circular steering wheel". The basis for 
independently controlling (i.e. speed/steering) of each of the motor actuators 20 at the 
wheels is "..based upon the angle signal designated with the steering angle setting 
means and steering angle detection mean for detecting the angle of the current 
traveling direction with the direct advancing state of the vehicle as the reference..." 
paragraph 0017. 

The publication to Takeuchi clearly teaches a direction control device applied to 
an electric car experiencing various degrees of turn, including a "U-turn" as discussed in 
paragraph 0077, despite applicant's disingenuous interpretation of this publication to the 
contrary. This reference was relied upon primarily to give some definition to the 
meaning of "U-Turn", as broadly claimed, in a related vehicle application that uses some 
form of steering control to put the vehicle into such. It is maintained, however, that 
these teachings are inherent in the combination of references to Wessman and Ritz et 
al. 

As previously stated on page 6 of the last Office Action, it is unclear where in the 
specification applicant's point to some special "lexicon" of a U-Turn. 

Notwithstanding this argument, when a vehicle comes off the highway onto an 
exit ramp frequently the vehicle enters into a turn to take it into a direction completely 
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opposite from it's original direction of travel (such as in the case of "Clover-Leaf " type 
exit ramp(s)). This turn can easily be considered to be a "U-turn" - no matter how tight 
or how broad, as broadly claimed, and both references to Wessman and Ritz address 
this turning state of the vehicle, even if not explicitly stating the vehice is in a "U-turn", 
per se. 

The previously cited webpage shows how broadly the definition of "U-Turn" may 
reasonably be interpreted. 

It seems applicant's representative is relying upon nothing more than simple 
semantics for patentability of these unduly broad claims. 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action Is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply Is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action Is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher P. Schwartz whose telephone number is 
571-272-7123. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 10:30-7:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rob Siconolfl can be reached on 571-272-7124. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status Information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Christopher P. Schwartz/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3683 



